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ABSTRACT 

In this survey, the' Tennessee E^esearch Coordinating ■ 
Unit has gathered statistical ‘data pertinent to the salary structure., 
of State Divisions of Vocational-Technical Education in the Southeast 
with specific emphasis on Tennessee. Compared to other state 
divisions, the professional vocational education staff members in 
Tennessee are overworked and underpaid. Upgrading of fringe benefits 
and 15 percent salary increases aire recommended to, improve 
Tennessee's noncompetitive position. The "general .combination", type^ 
of organizational structure- in Tennessee does not provide for 
vertical mobility, making the vertical and pyramidal structures in 
other states more attractive. ' Various cost-of-living indexes show 
there is an insignificant difference in living costs among the 
southeastern states. Fcir each administrative position within -the 
State Divisions of Vocational-Technical Education, salary ranges, job 
descriptions, educational requirements, and work experience 
requirements are included:. A wide range of charts presents the data. 
Findings are presented concerning the cost-of-living, the working 
environments, field supervision, and t^e organizational structures of 
x 12 State Divisions of Vocational- Technical Education in the 
Southeast. Administrative positions within four local educational 
systems were selected for purposes of comparison. (AG) 
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ABOUT THE; STUDY 

? % 4 | 

* <■ t - i. 

In this study,- the Tennessee Research Coordinating .Unit 

(TRC'U) has attempted to gather information pertinent to the 

<» \ ■ » * 
salary structure of State Divisions of Vocational-Technical 

Education in the Southeast with specific emphasis on Tennessee. 

The design of this presentation of data is .such that each and 

every section- should be understandable as an isolated area. 

i • * 

If the reader will look in the Table of Contents -, locate the- 
section 7 or sections' of interest, and digest the’ hard data of " 
note, much, leafing caA; be avoided. Please note: thi^-s section, 

"About the Study," is a professional opinion abo.ut the issues 
at hand and is based upon the hard da‘ta found In the remainder 
• o f . the r^5oV.t . Readers ' Should feel free to’ both’ draw and 
project their own beliefs about the issues after reading the 
'hard data (i.e. , it is , hoped* that this section will stimulate 

* I 

rather than- preclude discussion of the basic economic issues - 

V > 

. invplved ) . 

t* . * 

Salapy schedules are presented by position and are shown 

* ^ B I , 

as entry, mean, ^nd maximum. Every state has, a different * 

system of pay computation and extreme difficulty was encountered 
' . • • • ■ V 

in equating positions in the various states. . 

Please riote that the Organizational Tables in this study 

are based on position function rather than chain o^f command 

/ ■ 

and may or may not exactly match the more conventional and 
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elementary chain of command type Organizational Tables found j 
in most state plans. . 4 1 , ' 

, . . ' fir * •’ * * ' 

* . n , 

^The ‘ Southern' Association subscribes tb the ‘policy tliat : • 

*■ r 

a supervising administrative officer should earn more. than 
any ..subordinate personnels ■ It is extremely difficult to guipe 

the operation of an autonomous educational body. This diffi-' 

> ; . : 

cul-ty is exaggerated when those giving advice and support 

* 1 - # ’ 

f % . * \ ' • 

are many/ times (usually) paid 'significantly .leas than those 

receiving the advice i - • *’> 

• \ - ' . ; ‘ •/■ 

' ' The Tennessee. : State Division of Vocational-Technical - . 

Education ■ (TSDVE) is ' in a noncompetitive position in competing 
for new staff members. The Division would appear' to have he.ld 
its employees through sheer loyalty as opposed^to any] form of. 
remuneration. Compared to other state divisions the TSDVE pro- 
fessional staff members are overworked and underpaid. 

No better exampldVexists than the top administrative jdb 

. f * „ . • 

in the Division (the Assistant -Commissioner ) .- Tpe salary range 

•for Tennessee’s top vocational-technical job not only starts 
- . 0 - 
f * »> * * ' 
lower thari any other, such position in the -Southeast , but is . 

* . » i 

actually lower than some loccil school districts’ salary scales 
that '<io not have j'obs^.of comparative responsibility.' This is 

■ , . .- t ■ r * 

complicated further by • the fact. that there is no top level- admin- 
istrative "support person” in Tennessee (i.eii there is no 
one to. share the workload, o-r serve in lieu of the Assistant 
Commissioner). Furthermore , although qualifications both 
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educational and experiential* are essentially the sa!me, the ' 

■ ’ . • ‘ • • / 

maximum pay of Tennes seed's) top "vocatidnal-technica/L adminis- 

\ 

trative job is ,actually"below the" starting scale. of comparable 
positions in many -surrounding states (see page Ji ) . The mean 

* * • * P 

salary range for a top level administrator "is $l8 t 289 in the 

i ' * • i 

Southeast and $15 j 690 in Tennessee. <» 

Some middle level administrators find themselves making' 
less money than the teachers that the personnel under their'""* 

Ok 

\ • : / * 

direct supervision assist. Tennessee State Di/visiOn of 
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Vocational-Technical Education middle administration personnel 
have a sala.ry range mean of $13,050, yet the/ mean for the 
Southeast e.xcludi’ng : Tennessee is $15', 375 . (sde page 4), 

- ■ ^ j t ■ , , % 

„ Three, types of "" organizational structure - have emerged from 

• * .• / : • 

the study: vertical staff. and line, pyramidal, iand a general 

combination type (see organization section). The "general 
combination" type of organizational’ structure , such - as the one 
used in Tennessee, causes some structural peculiarities. For 
instance, due to the general nature of the total administrative ■. 

’ s' 

. • * . . . { - 0 

structure, program articulation is better t hap- in 'the other 

<r #i * C f 

types of structures; this is especially true at the field 

, / " • 
level. However, .this type of organization utilizes fewer high • 

*5 . ■ 

level specialists and does. not provide for vertical mobility • 

■■(i.e., there are ve.ry few chances of greatly improving positions 

or pay within this .system). This type of structure is ndt: r 

attractive to youpg, high quality personnel and;greatly increases 
• 4 
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c , 1 



the . difficulty Involved in recruiting. ' Alsb-^-th-e is little ■ 
or no incentive to excel when the only reward' is longevity, 
salary increases. Comparisons at the specialist level were 
extremely difficult due pc nonequitable job contingencies. 

The mean salary- ran^e for a specialist , excluding Tennessee^ is 
$1 3 > 356 in the Southeast and $12,300 for a specialist in 
Tennessee (see page 4). • ‘ . • _ » ' 

The Cost of Living (COL) Ipdexes show that, there is an ' 
insignificant difference in COL among the southeastern states. • 
Nashville is actually four percent higher than Atlanta at ; 

a "higher" or a professional stahdard of living (see COL 

/ ’ / 

section). -r y # ' 

A fifteen percent acrossr-the-board salary increase for - 
Tennessee would not appear to be unreasonable in view of the 

fact that it would only bring (TSDVE) in line with the mean 

\ - • . „ v r 
\ 1 • 

salary- range of other State Divisions' in the Southeast. 

• t- 

Tennessee should attempt, to upgrade its nonschedule benefits 
to compete with Q-t-fter southeastern states. -For instance, . 
Tennessee has no_ fo-rmal policy fpr leave without pay; consult- 

irig^TCeave; extrawork compensation pay; maternity leave; or 

■ * 

military leave '(see page 2 % 3 } • The addition of nonschedule 
benefits - would 'greatly enhance the attractiveness of SDVTE 
jobs especially to young men. and women. , • 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 



tf 




1. It is rbbommended that the organizational structure 
be re-examined to see if .sufficient support is made’ 
avail able. (at all ieVels particularly at the top 
administrative level. 



O. • . " . . 

2. It is recommended that salary schedules be re~examined_ 
and new schedules be developed t'O bring salary in 
line with responsibility. This is particularly 
true at the'higheP administrative levels,'"- 



3". Policy relating to non-schedule benefit’^- should b,e 
.. re-examined and where deficient "as is * the ' prevalent 
case in Tennessee" should be brought in line with 
• non-s chedule benefit pQlicy' of other states! In 
order to^bring Tennessee's non-s chedule-d benefits 
up to par would cost approximately $7P,200. 

• “ 

, . , f . -. . 

Z|, A 15 percent acros s-the-b'oard pay raise for all Tennessee 
.State Division. Vocational-Tephnical professiohal . 
staff should be implemented at .once. This raise • 

would cost approximately $1,05 j 300. 

• • \ ■ *> 

\ 

\ 4 ■ 

■ i . ‘ 

5; Educational arid*' work experience requirements should 
. be thoroughly re-examined' to determine the approp- 
riateness of requirements , as -they apply to the * . 
responsibilities • of the positions. It is further 
-• recommended that an out-of-state 'cQrisulting firm' 

(or another similar agency) be employed to complete 
thi& recommendatiop. "• 
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6‘. An educational leave program should be implemented 
immediately. This educational leave program should 
be on a request priority basis. Assuming five 
professional staff 1, per year participate, the cost 
will approach $ 60,000 per year. 



7. It is recommended that an indepth automated data 
^ bank be developed for the Tennessee State Division of 
Vocational-Technical Education and implemen'ted 
during + ne fiscal year of 1973* 
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^INTRODUCTION TO ADMINISTRATION - TOP LEVEL I 

. • • \ 

/' 

•i ■ 

The top- level management of the State Division of 
Vocational-Technical Education is normally divided into two 
segments: that of the Director, who is responsible for ^an 

on-going statewide vocational program, and that of a second 
person, usually referi*ed to as the Assistant Director. The 
twg, sections deal with tae official titles of the positions 
as identified by each state.. A comparison is made of the 
job descriptions (which by no means’ Identify--- £he many 
responsibilities..) , the required educational and. occupational 
work experiences, and the current salary ranges. 

The object of this part of the study is to present 
to the Vocational Education Profession of this region an 
overview of the two top positions, using the state of 
Missouri, as ari outside mode for comparison. The salary oil 
the Director of the Vocational Education Division is 
determined in several 'different identified ways-, and possibly 
by other means unknown to this project. For example, in 
some states the Director’s salary is negotiated between the 
Director and the Oommissioner of Education with final 
approval coming by way of the legislature or from another 

I ’ t 

approving agency such as the State Vocational Advisory Board. 
Most states have a set salary scale. The salary step of 
the Director Is based on educational background and experienc 






The information provided in the first two sections of 
this study is as complete as any supplied by the' states of 
this region. In most instances, the job descriptions and 
V statements pertaining to. educational backgrounds and work 
Experience requirements are quoted from written and .printed 

b * 

sources, or telephone conversations. A possibility of error 
within this study could arise from misinterpretation of, or 
deficiencies in, the original information received from the 
states Involved. The salary ranges identified in this study 
are for the durrent year 1971-72. 
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YEARS : TOTAL EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCE REQUIRED 

I ADMINISTRATION - TOP LEVEL 




Requirement varies according to particular assignment. 
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ADMINISTRATION TOP LEVEL 
SALARY RANGES 



In the area*of top level management, the maximum starting 
salary is $19 >656 offered by Florida. Ther State ^of Tennessee 
offers a maximum starting salary of, $13,740. 

■ Th^ maximum attainable salary is. also found in Florida at 

$27\,036. In Tennessee the maximum attainable salary is $l8,7QO 

\ » • ' • 

Of the twelve states surve'yed. South Carolina has both the 
lowest starting salary and the lowest maximum salary. 

INDIVIDUAL STATES 





* 


Salary. Range 




Name 


Minimum 


Mean 


Maximum 


Alabama (two entry levels) 


. $12,766 


$15,392 ' 


$16,523 


;l ... 

4 


13,923 




18,018 




. 15,084 


18,240 


21 >396 


Florida (two. entry levels)........ 


. 18,144 
19,656 


22,5-90 


25,344 

27,036 


Georgia ^two entry levels)......’.. 


. 15,006 


18,49.8 ' 


19,974" 


V 


16,506 




21,990 


Kentucky (two entry levels) 


. 13,860 


■ 18,222 


18,996 


* 


16,860 


f * • 
17,674 


22,584 


Mississippi 


. 14,480 


20,868 


Missouri . « *. 


* c 

, (Present salary $21 

4 


,192) 


North Carolina (two entry levels). 


. 15,096 


19,776 


19,212- 


19,212 




24,456 


South Carolina (two. entry levels). 


. 11,825 


16,208 


16,175 


Vi 


14 i 750 


\ 


20,590 


c 

Tennessee 


. 13,740 


15,690 


17,640 


Virginia (two entry levels )...**. . 


. 15,675 


18,088 


18,700 


17,150' 




20,500 


West (Virginia (two entry levels).. 


/ 

- 13,440 


18,210 


17,160 




18,000 




22,980 



\ 
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ADMINISTRATION - top level • 
'.DIRECTOR 



State 



Title of Position 



\ * . 



* 






ALABAMA : 
ARKANSAS : ; 

FLORID^: 

GEORGIA; 

KENTUCKY: 



MISSISSIPPI: 

0 



MISSOURI:’ 



NORTH CAROLINA: 



SOUTH CAROLINA: 



TENNESSEE: 



1 



VIRGINIA : 

WEST VIRGINIA: 



Director of Vocational Education 

, Associate Director for Vocational*,, 
Technical-, and Adult Education# '' 

Director of Vocational Education 

i 

State Director of Vocatidnal 

Education . . • . . 

■ . • ' > 
i 

Assistant Superintendent of • • 
Public Instruction ■ for 
Vocational Education 

State Director.. €>f Vocational- 
Technical Eddcdition . 

Assistant Commissioner for < 

Vocational-Technical Education 
(State Director) '' 

State Director, Division of 
Occupational Education 

Director of Vocational Education 

Assistant Commissioner of 
Education for? Vocation.al- 
Tedhnical Education (State . 

. Director) 



.Onat-Jsc 



, Director of ' VocatiOnarMSducation 

State Director of Vocational 
Education 
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; DIRECTOR 
JOB' DESCRIPTION 



ALABAMA,: DIRECTOR OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

The Director is. professionally responsible and experienced 
in planning,, developing,, coordinating, and supervising 
. the state program 'of vocational education, 'He determines , 
administrative policy ,'the scope of projects, personnel, 
•arid financial requirements for conducting vocational 
. education programs in- accordance with - basic laws . and 
policies-. He is a promote;? .of vocational education. 

He -review's and coordinates plans and activities, and he 
performs with independence within .the scope of the 
broad policies ".established by the State Superintendent 
of Education. ' 'V ' 

ARKANSAS: ASSOCIATE*' DIRECTOR- FOR VOCATIO NAL- TECHNICA L 

• AND" ADULT EDUCATION 

- \ . .* * ^ 

(Information pertaining to job description was' not 
, supplied. )■'... 

F LORIDA : DIRECTOR OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

^ # 

. The Director is professionally responsible -and his 
*. position involves, the direction and administration 
' of thepprogramqf and . activities of the - Vocational, 

Technical* and 'Adult- Education Division. - 

GEORGIA: . STATE DIRECTOR- OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

— , ~ 1 r “ 

'. The Director plans organizes and administers the , 
activities which const itute the -.major functions of . •«. ; 

* -the, statewide Vocational Educati^.>Prpgram. Duties "are 
difficult and are performed under '/the,, administrative 
direction of th,e' State Superintendent’ of Schools^ 

KENTUCKY: ASSISTANT SUPERI NTENDENT' OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 

-.- FOR VOCATIONAL' EDUCATION - r_ 

' ! : ’ r ■ 7 ” " " " ' * 

■ /•’ v , _ ■ 

The Assistant; Superintendent directs and coordinates the 
functions and activities .^bf organizational units within 
the' assigned Bureau of St at eVDepaf tmqg/t of Eduoation. 

He develops^ with -the assistance, of the' State Superintendent 
and other officials of the State Board*, policies for 
operation; of the < department.. He. is responsible for 
- developing , coordinating, land working -for the prombtldnn 
of .lay organizations interested in education. The 
Assistant Director prepares, working budgets for the 
department ■ and prepares and directs the preparation of 
r,%‘orts for the state and federal governments. 

. / • . . 19 ' ’ • '■ - ■ ■ 



